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ABSTRACT 

The investigators iatssume that^ in a social power 
rc^tionship, where one person^^^Jias the poiirer to reward or punish 
another for^ the latter* s behavior # the social inferior will tend to 
conceal froti a superior infomation he possesses or attitudes Jbe 
holds which, if shared. Might ca^e the siq^erior to censure the 
inferior* To test this hypothesis, two pilotr studies were cpjiducted 
at Bric^ar Young University in the sumer o£ 1972, and a »or^ 
ejd:ensive study was run in the spicing of 1973* .The object was to 
present the class instructor in a social power position in the 
eiqperiMental condition, and in a non^power position in the control 
c<mditiom Students were made to inf their responses would 

affect their staling with the instructor and thus their grade* The 
data coMpiled do not support the authors* hypothesis that in a 
coMwicatlons sii:uati<mn^^ be less candid and 

more anxiety*^ricklen in feeing back information to a sender who 
escerts social^pow^* . (EE) v ^ - . tC^:^ ' 2 : * 
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SOCIAL POWER AS A BARRIER TO COMfUNICAIIdNS FEm)BACK 
By Edwin 0. Haroldsen^ and Kreg Klrkhtam^ 



^ Introduction _ ^ 

It is a veil established principle of group dynamics » social psychology 
and conummications processes generally that feedback in interpersonal comnuni- 
cation is Bssential for growth and solidarity in interpersonal relations • This 
principle applies whether one is refening to individual stability » harmcmious 
niarltal relationships, or harmonious subordinate*superxor relaticnshlps in any 
: one of thousands of situations bringing people into COTtact with each other* 

Of particular interest to the present^fesearcher the idea of "barriers" 
to comonailcations f e>db^ concept that has been suggested but appar^tly 

not researched^ - v : ^: ^^^^ " - . \ 



V Popular^ folIdLore wouid lead one_ to believe that individual A only tells 
individual JB about , item B should know. Among themes 

of popular f olMore : , "Only tell your wife what you want her to know! " ' "What 
heVdoesn* t know won* t_ hurt him! " "Don' t tell_ your boss too ,much! " "Make your 



teacher think you teow the subject under discussion!" or "Make your professor 
think you enjoy his class!" 

This study is concerned with communications feedback in super-inferior 
social relatioriship8~more specifically the qual ity of communications feedback 



■'-Dr. Haroldsen is associate professor and chairman » Department of 
Communicaticns , Brigham Totmg Ifaiversity* 

Klrkham.is a graduate student in sociology » Brigbam Young University* 
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from die Inferior to the superior as related to the superior's ability^to reward 
or punish the iiferlpr for tAe latte^^ • X 



Literature H^vlew 



i , A:review of the literature discloses that considerable research has been 

|: done on the effect of feedback In comniunicat ions situations » research employing 

I feedback as an Independent variable* But little if any research has been^dl--^ 

I rected to Identifying independent 'variables that affect the quantity and/or 

^ : quality oF" feedback considered as a dependent variable.^ " 

> Leavltt and l^ller» for example^ orally described various geometrical foms 

§ to siibjects and asked- the subjects to reprodtice these forms • As hypothesized » 

^ accuracy scores were directly magnitude of feedback; scores of 

ff istfcjects In the free feedback condition vere highest^ those in the zero feedback 

I -condition were lowest, t^^ in the. intermediate feedback condition were in be- 

if^^^^^^ ; ^^^^ ^ / ^ — - 

- ; Sunmairlzit|g feedba^ studies ^^Gardiiier^ concludes : 

]J \ !• There is strong eyiden^^ negative aiidience response 



^ ^ iFbr example, Sirbtnik^^d Hruby cd^^ cannot be conceptu- 

^aiized as a^dependent or independent vari£lble. They report losing "the struggle 
to concepttialize feedback as-anything other than a process and not as a variable 
per se.^' See Kenneth A. Sirotnik and Mary L. Hruby, "Use and Implications bt 
the Feedback Prbcess In Research Desi^," from symposim, "Fecriing Back Informal 
^ tion (k>Uec ted from School Staffs," Ato Research Association, 

J ilNew^^ York City, Feb. 1971» indexed by Educational Resources Infbrmation Service 
(ERIC) as ED 057 079 TM 000 922. 

\2Harbld J. Leavltt and Ronald A. H; Mueller, "Soroe Effects of Feedback on 
Htiman Relations , 1951, 4, pp> 401-416* ' ' 

'^James C* Gardiner,* "A Syhthesl^^ of Experimental Studies of Speech Commu- 
I nicatibii Feedbacl^"j The Journal of Communication , Vbl> 21, March 1971, pp. 17-35. 
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paratlon, 8eif--e8t^eem, 1b^^ and examine the" total feedback cycle, 
Bbrman does talk about "barriers to f eedback"' and Identifies one barrier^ 
as social status dlfferetices.l He cites the familiar children's story/ "The 



1e.C, Borman, iBt ar, "Interpersonal Conmiunlcatlon In the Modern Organi- 
zation," Prentice Hail, Englewood Cllfes, N.J» , 1969, Chapter 9, 



Emperor^s Clothes," as a good example of the unwillingness of subordinates to 
tiell their leader the realities of a situation. He adds: "Leaders of organi* 
Nations are too often left, like the Emperor, naked and ineffective when faced , 
with the facts because their subordinates felt it necessary to inhibit free and 
honest feedback. " ^ v \ r \ ' - 

However, Borman cites po research data to back up his assertion that status 
differences affect feedback. 

Faules investigated the idea that the more effective a c>mmunicator Is the 

more he will be able to elicit and interpret feedback. H*. concluded that com- 

. ^ ^ ----- - " - * ' ' ' " " ~ _ 

municator ability may make a difference when the communicator attempts to inter- 
pret the reactions of others, that some communicators are more accurate than 
others in their predictions of attitude. However, the hypothesized relationship 
between commimicator effectiveness and effectiveness accuracy of prediction fell 
short of statistical^ ; -I- r 

Gardiner, howeyer, doesr cpnclude after his review of feedback research 
that a "variety of intriguing independent variables are waiting to be tested 
for possible interaction effects: with f eedbacki " (Emphasis added . ) 

He lists at "few'of these variable" as: (a) the source's ego involvement ; 
with the topic, (b) the source's familiarity with the audience, (c) the 
amount of effort involved -in preparing the message, (d) the credibility of the 
audience, (e) the personality of the source, including such variables as self- 
esteem^ need-af filiation, need-ihfluence,* need-achievement, dogmatism, etc. » 
(f) delayed vs. immediate feedback response, (g) personal- va. message- vs. 
tppic-orien ted response, (h) sex, and (1) degree of communication sl^ill possessed 
by the source. He says nothing about investigating feedback as a dependent variable. 



Donald Faules^ "The Relationship of Communicator Skill to the Ability to : 
Elicit aid Interpret Fee<dback Under Four Conditions," Journal of Communication , 
Vol. 17, No. 4, Dec. 1967, pp. 362-369. .""^ — - 



Apparently no one. has experimentally manipulated social pogfiy as an 
Independent variable and related it to feedback as a dependent variable 
Yet, one can readily recollect situations in which the quantity and quality 
of his responses to statements of one who held social power over him appeared 
to be markedly influenced by that power relationship. For example, the job 
interview or the confrontation between police officer and motorist stopped on 
an alleged traffic violation. 

A tremendously significant aspect of human behavior is ego need — the need 
to present .one's self in the best possible light before other people. Goffman, 
for example, assumes "that when an Individual appears before others he will 
Tiave many mot^ives for trying to control the Impression they receive of the 
situation.Ml : : ' \ : C J; 

Norman B. F. Maier, W^liam Read and John Hooven of the University of 
Michigan iititeirvlew^d 35 pairs of superiors and subordinates in a study of boss- 
subordinate communication.;/^ "feedback" sessions in each company with 
superiors and with subbrdihates. they found, for example, that the more upwardly 
mobile and ambitious the subordinate,^ the less agreement between him and his boss* 
on job obstacles and the problemsv The researchers ^concluded that one explana- 
^^|.on might be that these ambitious subordinates tell' their bosses as little a^ 
possible about their job problems, fearing It mlght^ prejudice their chances for 
employment.^' ^ . 



^Erving Goffman, "The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life," Doubleday 
Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co., Garden City, N*Y., 1959, p* 15. 

^Carol Ludingtoh, ed., "Communication in Organizations: Some New Research 
Findings," Foundation for Research on Human Behavior, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1959, 

p# 23.V , / ^ 



Theoretical 



The present Investigators assume that In a social power relat:ldnshlp--that 
Ist where one person has. the power to reward or punish another for the latter' s 
behaylor~the social Inferior will tend to conceal from the superior Information 
he possesses or attitudes he holds which. If shared with the superior t might 
cause the superior to censure the Iriferlbr. 

This presumed concealment may be related to a perceived need to avoid 
offending the superior by withholding inforaiatlon or concealing attitudes that 
would present the superior in an unfavorable light. It may be related also 
to tite perceived need to withhold information or conceal attitudes which would 
present the inferior in an unfavorable light > as for example, presenting the 
Inf erior as 'unintelligent. ^ . ^ , ' 

The doncept "anxiety" also is assigned to be involved in feedback under a, 
social power cohdltlon. A common thread in several definitions of anxiety is 
the /idea oi an camotio response to a threatexilng si tuatiori, though as Gould 
and Kolb^ note, Interpretation of the term anxiety varies according to the 
theoretical perspective and the method of research. ^ 

Deflnltldns variously conceptualize tfie situation or condition that pro- 
duces anxiety. Harrlman, for example, sees anxiety as fear of "external dan^ 
ger/' while Could and Kolb note that a "real or a symbolic condition of threat" 
precedes anxiety. 

Certainly people react emotionally to physical as well as to symbolic 
dangers or threats. But in this investigation we are concerned with social 
relationships t not physical dangers. And one can readily recognize the poten* 



C Julius Gould & William L'^ Kolb, eds., "A Dictionary of the Social Sciences," 
New YorkJ The Free Ptcss bf Glencoe,; 19^^^^ 
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^Philip L. Harrlman, "Handbook of Psychological Terms," Totlowa, IT, J.: 
Littlefield, Adais & Co., 1965.^^^^ 



tial for threat to ego in social pomr situations such as a Ph.D. candidate 
questioned by his, faculty cosonittee during his final "orals/' a criminal suspect 
grilled by police » or a job seeker interviewed by the man who makes the hiring 
decision >• 

As noted earlier » an Important aspect of human behavior is the ne^ to 
present one*s self in the best possible light before other people, to protect 
his ego. But In a social power situation, the inferior often has great opporr 
tunity to stumble, to trip on his tongue or otherwise act so as to lower the ^ 
esteem with which his superior holds him; Thus social power relationships 
appear a potentially rich* source of both anxiety and concealments ^ 

Gould and Kolb define anxiety as "a reaction of apprehension ranging from 
uneasiness to complete panic preceded by a real or symbolic condition of threat 
which the subject perceives diffusely and to which he reacts with an intensity 
that tends to be disproportionate.^ 

One can well Imagine that a social inferior finding himself i*^ an ego 
threatening situation such as the Ph.D. candidate cited earlier wc have just 
such a reaction. ^ 

Or viewed from the perspective of cognitive dissonance theory, the social 0 
.powder relationship may be a rich source of dissonant and thus tension^produdng 
situations. Take the case of a student with a great need for an "A" in a class 
taught by an instructor he feels Is inept, unreasonable, unfair and unscholarly. 
Asked by the. itistructor, '*What do you think of class?'* the student would 
likely feel threatened and anxious, for an honest revelation of his feelings 
would be dissonant to the student*s urgent need to present himself favorably to 
assure himself of an ''A" grade. Thus to safeguard his "A'^ he likely would con- 
ceal his tfrue feelings, would likely speak^less than candidly. 



'xhus, it was hypothesized that in a coimiimications situation: 
^ a. feedback from message receiver to message sender will be less candid 
where the sender has social power over the receiver than where such is hot the 
case* 

b> There will be more anxiety exhibited by the message receiver where the 
sender has social power over the receiver than where such is not the case. 

Methodology ^ 

To test these hjrpotheses two pilot studies were conducted at Brlgham 
Young University, a large private western university, in the summer of 1972* 
Another, more extensive study, was run in th^ spring of: 19/3 • 
^ _ The first pilot study involved two different communications courses, each 
taught by a single instructor. In this, the subjects in each class \f^re ran- 
domly divided and assigned to control and experimental conditions. 

The second pilot study involved t«*'o back-tD-back sections of an American 
history class taught by a single instructor ♦ One section was randomly selected- 
as the experimental condition, the-other as the control condition. 

In both studies the same basic procedure was followed: 

/A message judged to be difficult to comprehend was presented to tKe stu- V 

dents by tape recording. -w^ , ' . ' ^ 

In the experimental condition the instructor announced to the class: 
"Today I want to present some important material which is pertinent to 

this class. The voice you'll hear, of course, is mine: I want to determine 

how well this material is getting across to students. 

'*Thronghout the tape presentation, the tape will stop every half minute 

or so for you to mark an. answer sheet. When the tape stops the first time. 



for example* youUl be ^Uveh 10 seconds tc aark line 1 of the answer sheet. 
Tou^ll indicate by check:lng the appropriate square how well you tmderstood 
what you just heard on the tape* Then the tape will go again for another 
half minute or so and stop again. TouUl be asked to check on line 2 how 
well you mderstood the second tape segment you heard. And so on through 
the entire 10-^nute tape. 

**Please be sure tv- write your name end student nu&ber on the answer 
sheet in the space provided. I^ter 1*11 suaauirise the results and present 
them to the class. Hoi»ever» only will see the sheets with your individual 
answers/* ^ 

In the control condition Che instructor announced to the class: 

";oday 1 want to present some iiq>ortant material which is pertinent to 
this class. The voice you* 11 hear will be that of a Utah State University 
professor who teaches a class identical to this at tJSU. He wants to determine 
how well this material is getting across to students. Incidentally » like your 
class instructor » he is an active member of the LDS Church.^' 

The instructor then intructed the students about the taped messai'^ and 
how to mark their answer sheets^ as in the experimental condition- Then he 
added: . - 

^^lease be sure to write your name and student ^nimiber on the answer sheet 
in the space provided. Later » the professor at the USU will stflmnarize the 
results. Only he will see the sheets with your individual answers.** 

The object in the introductions was to present the class instructor in* 
a social power position in the experimental condition^ in a non«*power position 
In the control condition. Thus the voice on the tape in the experimental 
condition was that of the actual class instructor. It was stressed that the 



Instmctor yould see individual student responses* Thus students could sssuae 
that their responses could affect their standing vith the Instructor and thus 
their grade. > . 

In the control condition, an adult nale vhpse voice V4S thought to be unreq 
ognizable to the i^^tudents recorded the cessage on , the tape« The introduction 
of him was designed to present hi« as carrying prestige equal to that of the 
class instructor. It was stressed that only this professor would see students' 
individual responses. Thus students could assu»e that thelr^esponset^ would 
not affect their standing vith the actual instructor or their, grades. 

On the answer sheet students checked the appropriate column indicating how 
much they understood each segment of the material on the tape--***understood all,** 
^'understood most,*V "wtderstood half Understood little^ or ^'understood none." 

Students also completed a standard ^ielberger-Gorush-Lushene STAI Form X^l 
(a 207Statement self -evaluation of their anxiety state at the time they partici-* 
pated in the study). V / ^ , 

r Mean anxiety s^^^ for one experimental group, but nearly 

Identical for the other. 

^ In both classes Involved in the first pilot study, sttidents in the exper- 
imental group said they comprehended more than did students in the control group 
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PILOT STUDY NO. 1 



HOW MUCH STUDENTS SAID THEY COMPREHENDED 



Class 
Communications 101 
Communications 201 



Experimental Group 
N Mean Score 
9 68.4 

13 60.0 



Control Group 
N ' Mean Score 
10 I 62.2 
6 47.3 



Class - 
Comnunicatiqns 101 
Communications 201 



STUDENTS^ "STATE"; ANXIETY LEVEL 

Eacperimental Group 

N_ Mean Score 

9 ~ 44.8 
13 ' 43.0 



Control Group 
N Mean Score 
10 37.4, 
6 43.5 



Because of the small sample size and other methodological problems, no 
statistical £uialysis was made of. these findings. 
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PILOT STUDY NO, 2 
HOW MUCH STUDENTS SAID THEY COMPREHENDED* 

Experimental Group Control Group 

' N • Mean Score N Mean Score 

27 25.7 19 31.6 

*In coding the qiiestionnaires, pc7nrity was inadvertently reversed: The 
cresfponse ^understood all" was coded as 1, ''understood none** coded as 5* etc. 
^Thiis a high score neans low coiit^rehensicnt and vice versa. 

^ STUDENTS^ "STATE" ANXIETY LEVEL 

- Experimental^ Group - Control Group 

N Mean Score H. Mean Score 

27 36.4 19 36.3 

Dlffei-mces in means between the experimental and control groups were 
tested by analysis of variance and found to be statistically insignificant » 
both for stated coiqprehension scores and anxiety scores. 

These results led the investigators to question the research design, 
specifically to question if they actually were totroducing social power into 
the experimental condition. 

Thus in January, 1973, the same design as above was employed in another 
class, a communications cla$s. Ijmiiedlately after the students completed the 
questionnaires they were asketV in an open ended discussion session to comment 
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on What had been going through their mind as the test period progressed* Although 
the purpose of the study was not revealed at that point, cotnments quickly indi** 
cated that'it had been' a puzzling experience for the student* 
As one student conmented: 

"The first thing I want to know is what is it for • . . now, more than ever, 

__ _ ■ * _ _ _ " - , - _ - - - 

what In the world do they^want my name and all this data for when they don't even 
let me know what It is for?" — . 

This exploratory session, which was designed to elicit comments and strengthen 
the methodology rather than to gather^ data, led to the third study. 

The tMrd or principal study, conducted i^^ March and April, 1973, en^iloyed 
an attitude scale to measure students' candidness in eval^ting their instructor's 
performance. To suggest to the students that they were in a bona fide classroom 

activity each instructor gave a 10-minute lecture and administered a short, ob- 

- __- _ _ ~ ~-_ ~ - *- ' - ~ 

^jective quiz at the beginning of each experimental class session. 

The subjects involved in this stucly were students in two large back-torbalck 

^sections of an introductory course in communications, taught by one instructor, 

aid two back-to-back sections of a social psychology course taught by another 

instructor. All sections met during, the same three-hour time block, the two 

coimnunications classes in the same lecture hall, the two social psychology classes 

in the s*ame classroom. 

For both classes, one section was assigned to the experimental condition, 

the matching section to the control Condition. 

^ The first phase»of the study was conducted March 20, a follow-up or second 

phase on April 10. : ^ 

In Phase I, in both experimental and control sections, the instructor entered 

the classroom and announced: - 



"For sone^ time I have wanted to check on how well I am teaching my * 
students to spot things which may be barriers to learning.- Today I would 
like to ask you to help me find out. 

*'I am going to present a short lecture. Then immediately afterwards 
1: am going to give you a short objective quiz. Then I'll have you fill out 
two short questionnaires. 

. "I am sure you may ha^ questions or comments about what we are doing. 
I will be happy to answer them. But 1*11 ask you to hold your questions and 
comments until everyone: has finished filling out the forms. " - 

1 The instructor then lectu^ and then dis- 

tributed a short objective test. , 

After collecting the test papers, he announced to the class: 
"Before you begin filling out the forms, BE SURE TO PILL IN THE BLANKS 
FOR YOUR NAME AND STUDENT NUMBER. I need this information because I want to - 
study your individual responses. I need to know how EACH ONE OF YOU filled In 
these forms." 

In the control condition, the instructor substituted the following in- 
struction for the instruction given (immediately above) in the experimental 
condition: 

"Before you begin filling out the forms, I want to make an important 
aknouncement. DO ^OT PUT YOUR NAME OR ANY OTHER IDENTIFYING INFORMATION ON 
THESE FORMS. I AM INTERESTED ONLY IN THE TOTAL RESULTS, NOT IN YOUR IlblVI- 
OTAL RESPONSES. • THUS I DO NOT WANT TO KNOW HOW ANY ONE OF YOU FILLED IN 
THESE FORMS." 

The two questionnaires students filled out where a 16-item attitudinal 
scale developed through Thurstone scaling techniques and the 20-question STAI 



r 

'1- 



STUDY NO. 3 



ATTITUDE TOWARD INSTRUCTOR'S PERFORMANCE 



Instructor No. 1 



Instructor No. 2 



Phase I 

Experimental 
N Mean 



45 



246 



60.844 

^ — 



Control 



N 



40 



63.024 247 



Mean 
61.750 
63.223 



Phase ir 



Instructor No . 1 



Instructor No. 2 



Experimental 
N Mean 



35 



199 



59.286 



Control 
N . Mean 



32 



61.653 206 



54.257 



60.112 



STUDY NO. 3 
' STUDENT'S "STATE" ANXIETY LEVEL 



Phase I 



Instructor No. 1 
Instructor No. 2 



P Experimental 
N Mean 



45 



246 



35.844 



Control 
N Mean 



40 



36.142 247 



36.925 



36.498 



Phase II 



Instructor No. 1 



Experimental 
N Mean 
35 43.057 



Control 
N . Mean 
32 44.200 



Instructor No. 2 



199 



45.095 206 



44.616 
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(strte anxiety) scale. 

In the experimental condition, these questionnaires were distributed 
with blanks for students' name and student number. In the control condition, 
no such blanks were provided. 

Class rolls containing student numbers were used to gather information 
on students' age, sex, grade point average, university major and class standing 
(freshmanj sophomore, etc.) from university records. 

Two days after Phase I had been conducted, at the next class period, the 
instructors explained the purpose of the experiment. 

Three weeks later, the instructors annopnced to their classes they wanted 
to make a f ixrther test on how the students evaluated the March 20 lecture. The 
two instructors distributed the attitude and anxiety questionnaires again and asked 
students to complete the forms on an anonymous basis. ^ 

This procedure j^as followed on the rationale, that experimental subjects 
would. In Phase II be under no fear of adverse grading^if^they-^were frank, 
and would thus tend to rate their instructors less favorably than in Phase I. 
However, when the control subjects re-evaluated their instructors, it was 
reasoned that they would tend to repeat their Phase I evaluations. It was 
reasoned that these tendencies would show up in a similar manner in the anxiety 
scores. , 

This expectation is shown graphically in Figure 1: (on the following page) 
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High 
(Favorable) 



0) 

*H m -H 

5. I ■ 

Low 
(Unfavorable 



ups 



Control Groups 



Phase I„ 



Phase II 



Fig. 1, Theoretical Shift in attitudes and anxiety from 
Phase I to Phase 11. 



Data were collected, coded and subjected to analysis of variance and 
. Chi 'square analysis for the purposes of this study. 

FINDINGS 

Characteristics of Groups Studied . Tables included herein show the 
composition of the experimental and control groups by grade point average, 
class standing, sex and age. These comparisons show that the experimental and 
control groups compare favorably in these characteristics. 

Attitudes . As indicated in table labeled "Study No. 3, Attitude 
Toward Instructor's Performance," the experimental groups in Phase I actually 
showed a less favorable attitude toward their instructors than the control 
groups, a finding opposite that which had been expected. However, the differences 
were not statistically significant. 

Attitudes of the experimental groups in Phase II were more favorable than 
the control groups. These differences were not significant where the experimental 
and control groups of individual instructors were compared (though the difference 
approached significance for Instnxctor No. 1.) However, when all experimental 
subjects were compared with all control subjects the difference was significant. 
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All groups showed a less favorable attitude toward their instructors 
in Phase II than Eha^se I, though the difference was signifipant only for the 
control groups* 

The analysis of variance test indicated that the way students responded 
during Phase I of the study did not affect the way they responded during 
Phase II. In the statistical comparisons between Phase I and Phase II » and 
between experimental and control groups, Scheffe's S method was used to determine 
whether the obtained F ratios were significant. 

Anxiety . In Phase I, control groups showed more muciety than experimental 
groups, though the differwice was not significant. 

In Phase II, the control group of Instructor No, 1 showed more anxiety than 
that Instructor's experimental group. But the «perimental group of Instructor 
No. 2 showed more anxiety than did his control group. However, neither of 
these differences was significant. 

All groups showed significantly more anxiety in Phase I than In Phase II. 

Analysis of the Phase I experimental groups showed a dependency between 
grade point average and five of the 20 items on the anxiety scale, i.e., the 
higher the GPA, the higher the anxiety scale. There was little if any relation 
between anxiety and the other personal characteristics covered In the study. 

DISCUSSION 

These data do not support the hypotheses that in a communications situation 
a message receiver -will be less candid and more anxiety ridden in feeding back 
Information to a sender exerting social power over him. 

With, reference to the theoretical expectations presented in Fig. 1» 
experimental groups had slightly more favorable attitudes than control groups 
in Phase I, a finding opposite than expected. Horeover, though the attitudes 
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r ^ ' 

of experimental groups became less favorable in Phase II , the decline was 
relatively less than for the control groups—another finding opposite than 
expected. These findings are shown in Fig. 2 for Instructor No. 2's groups. 
(The decline in attitude is even more dramatic for Instructor No. I's control 
groupO 




JLi? . . 

Phase I Phase II 



Fig. 2. Shifts in attitude in Instructor ^o. 2's experimental and 
control groups, Study No. 3. 
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Fig* 3* Shifts in mnxiety in Instructor Ho. 2*s experimental and 
control groups » Study No» 3* 

♦ 

Similarly » control groups unexpectedly show more anxiety than do the 
experimental groups in Phase though as noted earlier these differences are 
not significant. 

And instead of the anxiety of experimental groups declining in Phase lit 
when they presumal^ly were not under social pover^ it increased. (See Fig* 3). 
It increased by about the same magnitude for control groups. ^ 
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It should be noted .In this connection that Phase II was conducted ^during 
the last regular class week of the semester» just before the start of final 
exam week. Several students were heard -to comment that they were "uptight** 
about finals. Thus it is possible the shift in anxiety reflected this. 

Finally » one could hypothesize that caodidness <f feedback and anxiety 
would be related to such personal characteristics as grade point average, age» 
sex, class standing etc. For example that- high CPA students would be less 
candid (to protect their high grades) or more candid (because they felt less 

threatened) than low CPA students. However, findings do not support the idea 

-* - - . ^ - - - - - 
of such characteristics as an intervening variable. 

COHCLUSIONS 

Wiy^id the experimental groups rate their instructors as high as the 
control groups in Phase I? Why did the experimental groups not show more 
ainxiety in Phase X? 

Perhaps the students in the experimental sections of Phase I simply did 
not feel threatened. Both instructors have st^ggested this as a possible answer. 
For example, one student commented to Instructor No. 1: 

**you didn't scare me. I just answered those questions as truthfully 
as possible." 

Instructor No. 1 does not call roll. He does not associate names and 
faces of his class members. His classes have 40 to 50 students in them. 

The two classes of Instructor No. 2 involved in the study are perhaps 
so large ~ with 300 enrolled ~ that class members did not really expect the 
instructor seriously to go through each of the completed questionnaires and 
penalise students who gave the instructor low marks on the attitude scale. 

Regardless of how visible he may feel he is In a classroom situation, 
today's college student perhaps Is simply not awed by his Instructors, as 
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deferential to hie instructors as in earlier years* Rather he may be more 
disposed to *'tell it like it is" regardless of consequences. He nay be less 
impressed by, less influenced by authority figures. For example* the senior 
author of this research paper recently asked members of his interpretive nevs 
writing class to evaluate as a class assignment an article he had written on the 
Soviet Union while visiting that country. The author was surprised by the 
students* frank and sometimes sharp criticism of the paper, a criticism he feTt 
was not always informed and Justified. 

Thus future study of the presumed phenomen, social power in coomunications 
feedback, should Involve situations that are more clearly threatening to 
message receivers. For example, faculty meedbers asked to comment to their 
dean on the latter^s pet scheme to increase faculty productivity, or employees 
asked by their boss to comment on his plans for reorganising the office and 
changing work assignments. 

Future study should involve Uie use of other instruments to measure 
candidness of feedback. Perhaps more precise instruments such as the 
(GSR) Galvanic Skin Response Technique should be investigated as a way for 
detection of attitudlnal and anxiety patterns when subjects are subjected to , 
the forces of social power as a barrier to feedback in the communications 
process. 

Finally, the authors feel that with greater controls over the individual 
subjects (and their responses) it would be possible to use statistical tests 
with a greater power efficiency than the tests utilised in this study. 



Measure 
Mean 
Mode 
Range 



AGE OF STUDENTS IN GROUPS 

Instructor Mo. 1 

ExperlMental Cro^ p 
22 
20 
11 



Control Group 
' 23 
JO 
41 



Measure 
Mean 
Mode 
Range 



Instructor No « 2 

Experlaental Croup 
23 
19 
56 



Control Croup 
24 
19 
57 



ERIC 



DISTRIBUTION OF GRADE POINT AVERAGES BY GROUPS 



Instructor No. 1 



Relative Frequency (Z) 



Grade Point Average 
0--1.0 
1.0—2.0 
2.0—2.5 
2.5—3.0 
3.0—3.5 
3.5- & aboye . 



Experimental Group 
4.3 
4.3 

30.4 

30.4 

L0.9 

100.0 

Mean for' group 
between 2.5 & 3.0 



Control Group 
2.5 



t 10.0 
50.0 
27.5 
10.0 



100.0 



Mean for group 
between 2.0 & 3.0 



Instructor No. 2 



Relative Frequency (35) 



Grade Point Average 
0—1.0 
1.0—2.0 
2.0—2.5 
2.5—? 
3.0—3.5 
3.5 & above 



Experimental Group 
17.1 

4.5 
16.3 
30.5 
22.0 

9.8 



100.0 



Mean for group 
between 2.5 & 3.0 



Control Group 

13.4 

4.0 

16.2 

31.6 

25.1 

9.7 

100.0 

Mean for group 
between 2.5 & 3.0 



CLASS STANDING 
Instructor No. 1 



Class 


Experimental Group 


Control Group 


Freshmen (1) 


10.9 


2.5 


Sophomores (2) 


37.0 


37.5 


Juniors (3) " 


28.3 


27.5 


Seniors (4) 


23.9 . 


32.5 


Total Percentage 


100.0 


100.0 


Total No. of Students 


46 


40. 


Mean 


2.7 


2.9 



Mode 2.0 (sophomores) 2.0 (sophomores 



Instructor No. 2 



Class 

Freshmen (1) 
Sophomores (2) 
Juniors (3) 
Seniors (4) 
Others 

Total Percentage 
Total No. of Students 
Mean 
Mode 



Experimental Group 
51.6 
28.5 
11.0 
5.7 
3.3 
100.0 
246 
1.6 



1.0 (freshmen) \ > 



Control Group 
59.1 
19.0 
10.5 
5.7 
5.6 
100.0 
247 
1.6 

1.0 (freshmen) 



SEX OF STUDENTS IN GROUPS 



Instructor No> 1 

Relative Distribution (%) 

Sex Experimental Group Control Group 

Male 45.7 47.5 

Female 54.3 52.5 

100.0 100.0 



Instructor No. 2 
Relative Distribution (%) 

Sex Experimental Group Control Group 

Male 74.0 61.5 

Female 24.4 36.8 

No response 1.6 1.6 

100.0 . 100.0 



